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children, a list of tests used in placement decisions, and 
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EMKOLXEWT OF IMMATURE SCHOOL- AGED "CHILDREN Hi 

EARLY CBILDeOOD SERVICES PROGRAMS 

I * * 

\THB ISSUE 

T.1 Background ( 

Prior to January 1, 1984, V the Eafly Childhood Services <ECS) Branch 
funded aehool-aged children in ECS programs without much question. 
During the seventies and even the very earliest eighties, budget over- 
runs were met with relative ease; however, in 1982-83 and 1983-84/ the 
advent of restraint measures drew attention to the uncertainty of ECS 
budget planning because more and more school-aged children, especially 
the handicapped, were remaining indefinitely ' in ECS programs. 

r In addition to budget problems , basic education was seen as* not assum- 
ing its responsibility for school-aged children, especially the handi- 
capped* / v 

* * 

In conjunction with the simplification - of ; grants through the Manage- 
ment and Finance Plan (MFP) iri early 1984, the ECS Branch attempted to 
.shift the enrolment of all school -aged children v into basic education 
where they would be funded through the School Foundation Program Fund 
(SFFF). m The first announcement to this effect went out in the 
Information Bulletin' cm May 2, 1984 (Appendix 7.1) 

Reaction to the shift of all school -aged children to basic education 
.and SFPF irrespective of program placement resulted in a strong reac- 
tion from parents who had delayed their children's enrolment in an *ECS 
program for one year. *Phey. believed that their children would sudden- 
ly lace, enrolment in Grade 1 without the benefit of a year in ECS > 
This, was especially true in t&e case of parents who were planning to 
enrol their children in an ECS program^ run. .by a privrte operator > 
Some school boards and counties soon pointed out that they did not 
intend to set up agreements with private BCS operators who had counted 
on delayed enrolments as well as repeat enrolments in -their 1984-85 
budgets* Consequently, in addition to the parents who had delayed 
thexr children's enrolment in ECS, parents whose children were sche- 
. duled for a 'second year in a private ECS program were concerned as 
were the private ECS operators whose financial solvency depended upon 
such enrolments for which funds were suddently put 'into jeopardy by 
school boards and counties which had refused tx> develop tuition agree- 
ments oa^ behalf of the school-aged children involved. 

The strong reaction was expressed almost solely on behalf of non- 
handicapped children* whose needs were related to maturational fea- 
tures, hot. discreet handicaps. As the result of persistent objection, 
^ the Honourable David King decided, in consultation with departmental 
staff, to alter the policy outlined' in the first Information Bulletin 

. ,4 4 best copy 
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to accommodate? on an interim basis, delayed enrolments and second- 
year-in-ECS .enrolments through ECS grants paid directly to the pro- 
grams in which school-aged "immature" children were enrojrled for 
1984-85. 




Inter ia Policy for 1984-85 



iroJrled 



The interim policy on the ^enrolment of immature' school-aged children 
was publicized in the second edition of the Information Bulletin (see 
Appendix 1 .2 for the text of G. , page 9.5). 



Subsequently, the' policy was iterate^ in Part 4, Section J(c) j page 4 
of the School Grants Mantel for school-aged immature children enrolled 
* in ECS programs and in Part 4, Section 2.3.12, page. J* of the :, ; jS&hool 
Grants Manual for- mildly and < moderately haf)dica|^ped pupils' Bsee 
Appendix 7e3 for bqth policy statements )\ f jr /' ' ' * *X 

Mr. King initiated the change in policy f or *iqfat\it$'' child with the 
following condition outlined in jttoe note found*' ^ffc'e* Part 4,- Section 
'.1(d) on 'page 5 of the School Grants Manual: / • '• 
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With respect to <c>, 1984*85 will* be a trans i- 
t4dnal - year Airing which these policies will be 
■onitored and reviewed in terms of their educa- 
tional impact, cost and* incidence of application 
throughout the province . 



Lo^s^oj 



1 .3 Qbservatioxis on Policy la f TTJM|t it 1 1 n 



Mr. King's reconsideration^ quelled the immediate furorfe but the issue 
retained high profile all year' long. By far the greater proportion of 
action requests handled by the ECS Branch addressed the matter primar- 
ily from the point of .view that writers wanted a guarantee that the 
policy would be retained so that* in essence, parents would be able^to 
decide w^en to enrol their children in ECS for' the first time and, in 
consultation with ECS staff, decide to retain their children in in ECS 
program for a second year. • 

Nearly* all the writers >Jbf* f *letters to the Minister recommended* that ECS 
grants should s uppo ^^itAS^drep enrolled in ECS programs irrespective 
o'f age* However, on^ajttBpis of the initial policy- statement in the 
Information Bulletin (fcq^ff. 1984 5 , some cooperative school jurisdic- 
tions immediately set up agreements with 'private operators e.g. Red 
Deer Public School District with Fairview Kindergarten Society for 
fifteen achool*aged children. On the other hand, some -school juris- 
dictions e.g. Calgary £oard of Education, Calgary RCSSD and the County 
of Red Deer flatly refused to implement agreements with private ECS 
operates. The latter .instances precipitated the loudest objection* 
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Once the amended policy, was put into place, operational acceptance was 
immediate- Only in a ffw instances^ was' policy implementation prob- 
lematic • - r . 

In summary, the greatest implementation problem was constant pressure 
from clients to retain the policy in line with ECS philosophy* As 
* well, the prospect of entrance into Grade 1 seemed to precipitate the 
greatest demand to retain flexibility in ECS enrolment and entrance 
into the first grade program . ^ s . 

* t 

THE StjRVEY 

2.1 puestions To Be Answered By All gCS Operators 

In addition to the basic questions Q on cost* incidence of % school-aged 
• ; children* s r enrolment in , tfhe £CS ' program and educational impact, of 
delayed or second year "enrolment in * ECS programs,- questions were' 
raised on the following items which were t gleaned from the. action 
requests, telephone calls, letters to the ECS Branch and casual 
discussions which occurred from Ju4y through December, 1984: 

2.1.1 cut-off dates for Grade 1 enrolment (actual, propcfeed and 
recommended) i y 

2.1.2 * person(s) responsible for decision to delay ECS enrolment; 

2.1.3 number of second- year-in-EC£ enrolments based. - on formal 
testing results; 

2.1.4 tests used in 2.1.3 above; 

2.1.5 type of ECS programming required by immature Afcildren; 

2.1.6 ^ chjfcf's entitlement to BCS before Grade 1 ; and 

2.1.7 financial responsibility after ope year of*ECS programming. 

I * 

2.2 Construction of the Surrey Instrument 

Planning Services and ^he *ECS Consultants from Program Delivery were 
involved in the design of th>L survey instrument and the content 
respe'ctively (the survey instrument can be seen in, Appendix 7.45. 

TKe survey was then mailed along with a covering letter from the 
Director of Early Childhood Services on January 22, 1985 to every ECS 
operator ~-in the province. , Although operators were free to derive 
their responses^ in whatever way^hey wished, the ECS Branch asked for 
one- survey pfer jurisdiction; this meant that larger jurisdictions 
would present aggregate information- 

RESULTS QP THE SURVEY 

3.1 Response to the Survey 

A total of 383 surveys were mai led . Of this number , 28 1 ( 73% } were 
sent to private ECS operators; 102 (2?%} w4e sent to public juriscic^ 
tions* The deadline for «" return was originally set for February 15, 
1985. % ^ 

- 3 - 
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A total of 299 surveys -tfeich were returned represents a response level 
of 78%. % * v # 



sjr< 



A telephone follow-up was undertaken by Planning Services on March 1 , 
1985. An extension of two weeki Had been #iven after many delays* in 
the receipt of the^ survey became pvident* the following table shows 
the dispositio»-of surveys liot received on or before ^ebrufcry 28, 1985 
*by the ECS Brand:: . , v * ^ - 



3.1.1 " sent (but not -received by ECS*as»'of 85.02.28) 

3.1.2 not received by ©iterator — 39 

3.1.3 • not pent because of v nil report 12 
3.1.4. * lost after receipt - 4 (total of 84^.'* w 
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3 .2 Survey Analyses 
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Each completed survey was assigned an. accession number ( 1 through 299 
and the correct jurisdiction code to permit -individual survey retriev- 
al, response profiles by public and" private ECS operator type and 
regional profiles by private, public and aggregate response. 

The narrative responses were ythen analyzed foj: content* and frequency 
counts were given to each igpmtified response as it was recognised in 
syccessive surveys. These statement^^^ere consolidated by the 
researcher and later collapsed into 
Director o^ Early Childhood Services, 
which were analyzed in this way were: 



< 



fewer * groups by the Associate 
The questions or parts thereof 



2(1>> and 2(c^ * 
and 4(^) Explain 



3.2.V 2(a) 

3.2.2 4(c) 

3.2.3 ^ 

3.2.4 T£e COMMENT 
- points) and the 

5 o£ the survey 



for each of 1 



3 and 4 



open-emdedAjue&tion ( 5 ) , 



•Section II (View- 
all on* pages 4 .and 



Nufljencatl responses and selections between/ among given choices were 
key punched and analyzed for frequencies, . percentages and splits by 
operator type a&d zones . - t TJhis task was done by ^computer Services at 
the request of .Planning Services. * 



3.3 Survey 
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Result s ■ 

T~ ' * . 

'3.3.1 ' 19B4/85 Actual and 13B5/86 Projected Enrolment of Immature 
School-a§ed Children in ECS' Programs * 

♦ > 
A total of 2,456 immature school-aged children are currently 
enrolled In ECS programs (500 in private ECS programs Van d 
{ - 1#956 T in ECS programs operated by school jurisdictions). 

\ All enrolled immature school-aged children represented 7.8% 

\ of the reported tot^L ECS enrolment of 31,368. 



• i 
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The incidence of .immature- school-aged children in ECS pro- 
grans was lowest' in- Zone 1 (4%), slightly higher in Zones 6 
and 5 (6% and 7% respectively 5 and highest in Z$nes 2/3 and 
4 (10% # 9% and 9% respectively). < / 

- * • , * * * * 

Nearly 57% of the reported immature school-aged children are 
presently attending an ECS- program fo?r the second , jfear ; 44% 
of* ajl reported immature school-aged children now* enrolled 
in the ( 1984-8§)*ECS program experienced a one year delay in 
their initial ECS enrolment* 



3.2 



Projected enrolment of immature school-aged children in the 
1985-86 ECS program stands at 2,050. This projection does 
not include the Edmonton Public School Board which reported 
'no immature school -aged enrolments in 1984-85. Despite* 
■uncertainty, the y projected numi^er is Tjpt unreasonably dif- 
ferent from • the number enrolled in 1984-85. 

A complete analysis of 1984-85 'and projected 1985-86 enrol- 
ments can be £ound in Appendix 7*5. 

Cut-off Dates for Grade One Enrolment 



The three most frequently reported cut-off .dates in 2(a} and 



2(b), page 2 Were: 



February 28 (29) - 



December 31 



• Marcti 1. 



i 



Public 


1 ? 

-Separate t i 


Total 




42 


169> 


63 




61 


*4^ 


8 ' 


\ 32 



The February 28 (29 ) and March 1 cutoffs reflect compata- 
bilifcy with departmental policy ;^ grant availability is pre^ 
dicated on these d&tes. * 



The becember 3 1 cut-off, however, r^f lect§, a popular move 
from the February 28 (29) - March. 1 cut-off date to elimi- 
nate January and February births from enrolment. ' Several 
jurisdictions provide conditional enrolment* of the Januai^ ~ 
February * births for a period of time after shifting 'tp the 
December 31 cut-off. The same conditional, enrolment crite- 
rion holds true for- jurisdictions, whose ciat-off ,dat£ is 
February 28 (29 } v or March 1. 

Si 

Private ECS operators attempt to fix their cufrpff 'dates to 
'match those if the jurisdictions^ s^) into which children will 
move for their first grade programs. Difficulties an J se. if 
there are two, jurisdictions each having a different cut-off 
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date; some difficulty may arise for the child who transfers 
from a February 2B cut-off to, Jfor example, a September * 1 
cut-off Most transfers *are accommodated irrespective 4 of 
age so long as th#y were enrolled in an ECS program before 
transferring. «Tge; analysis can be seen in Appendix 7*6. 

Explanation for Immature .School-aged Children, Spending* a 
Second Year . (But Not The First) in flu particular Program . 
(4(c), page 2j # * . ^ t > 

Nearly all responses indicated that the child^^S been in a 
totally different 'prograih, had only been in a- preschool 
program for a few' months before moving or hafod moved to 
Alberta fro® another province or nation where standards, were 
.different. . % 

Persons Who Decided To pel ay tCS Enrolment By One Yea-r . 
,U ( e ) , page 35 ^ s 

almost all cases, respondent's chose one or ©ore of the 
individuals listed *and also reported that the same 
individual (s ) would be making the "decisions in 1985.-86 
Anyone reporting •'other 1 * almost all named the principal with 
a* few respondents designating the community health nurse . 

According to the analyses reported in Appendix* 7.7, the 
parent was cited raost\ often as the person taking 
resppnsibility for, placement decisions* The second most 
frequently reported deoision-maker was <the teacher-parent 
combination. A significant number of ECS operators -{10 
private and 6 public) ■ indicated that placement decisions 
were made by the parent, teacher and the school counsellor 
or psychologist. 

Tests Used in Placement Decisions 

• « 

In the case of all school-aged children enrolled in the 
1984-85 program (4(b) and 4(c) on page 2 and 4(d) on page 
3), respondents were asked to report tests used to determine 
placement if, in fact, formal testihg n was used to determine 
delayed enrolment or a second year in ECS* 

In the three tables which appear in Appendix 7.8# tests 
reported five or more times are shown by .type of operator* 
The thifd table shows dbcuaonality of 1 tests, where both types 
of operator reported use of a certain £eit f iye " or ncre 
times. ' 
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Of the tests used most frequently, there was an extraordin- 
ary similarity in the tests used byr both public and private 
" operators • The latter reported the use of the McCarthy 
Scales only once while the former repQrted the use *of ABC 
Tests twice. Regional workshops , contracting diagnostic *and 
assessment services and university training probably account 
for* the cqmpatabilifcy in tests used; however, further study 
would have to take place in order to find <pt why there is 
such a prevalence of testing at the ECS level. 

Section II (Viewpoints) 

Four statements were presented* Respondents could . AGREE or 
DISAGREE and provid4 written comments if they wished to' do 
.so* Following are the positions taken on each statement 
together with a brief summary of the comments which either 
substantiated agreement or provided an alternative view in 
cases of disagreement with the position presented in a 
statement* The full analysis can be reviewed in Appendix 
7.9. 

3*3*6*1 Statement' 1 S 4 * • 

School-aged children who are enrolled in an ECS 
program because of immaturity require regular ECS 
programming ohly. * 

This statement resulted in the least definitive 
position of the four. Provincially* there was 51% 
agreement with the statement; 37% disagreement* 
Unspecified or double responses accounted < for the 
remaining 12% of the 299 respondents* Proportion- 
ately, public and private operators took opposite 
positions: public * agreement was 39% versus 46% 
disagreement while private agreement was 56% versus 
33% disagreement. 

Comments revealed the reason for ambivalence; the 
majority emphasized | that, the ECS program should 
address the individual needs of the' immature child, 
especially during a second year in ECS or, if only 
scheduled for one year in an ECS program, towards 
the end of that year* ECS programming is, by 
definition, needs bAsed; therefore, programming 
pah 9 1 be as cut-and-dfied as it was portrayed in 
the staterflents * . . as though the program were a 
prescription. 
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School system respondents more frequently empha- 
sized program flexibility tfyan the private sector?' 
this dif ferem/e may reflect the availability of 
personnel # resources and a wider range of placement 
• possibilities . * 

3.3*6.2 Statement 2 % v v 

' * • 

4 Before entering be*ic education (first grade, year 

one, etc. ) ever* child is «ntitle£ to ONE year of 
§ ECS* programming ^supported ICS grants 

irrespective of age. * 

\ 

The response to this statement was definitive; % 73% 
, of the respondents agreed with the statement; 18% 

/ disagreed! Unspecified or * double .responses 

. accounted for the remaining 9% of the respondents. 

Public and private views were -almost identical* 

% * Comments revealed two significant considerations: 

* that eviry qhild be entitled to at leaafc one year 
f of ECS programming but that ES'S program enrolment 

- not* be seen as a must ort prerequisite to Grade 1. 

A large proportion of the respondents 'emphasized 
— the value of /an ECS experience in preparation for 

f the first grade and* a few private operator noted 

that no one over the age of seven years should have 
to be ii) an ECS program to have need? met. 



3 43.6.3 * Statement 3 



After support by ECS grants in an BCS pr ogres for 



one ye^r , certain .children fray, because of 
immaturity, require ^additional time in BCS 
program. The financial responsibility for SCs 
programming beyond the first year should be 
undertaken by* Grade 1-12 authorities/grants (not 
ICS grants) even if the' child is in an BCS 
progras. 

There was widespread disagreement with this 
position. Provincially # 77% of the respondents* 
disagreed; 11% agreed. The public-private" split 
occurred again on this " item although the 
directionality of their views was the jsame. Public 
operator disagreement was 59%; agreement was 28% , 
slightly less than half the disagreement.* Private 
responses were much more definitive; *8S%. 
disagreement versus 5% agreement^ 
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^ The comment's conclusively recommended - that children 
enrolled in an ECS program beyond the ^initial year 
should be funded by ECS grants* Private operators 
were especially adamant on this^ point; particularly 
\ those who experienced flat refusal, on the part of 

school boards, to draw up ah agreement with private 
:\ ECS operators so that *a school-aged child might 

attend a private ^ECS prpgram in the ' fhild *s home 
community. Some school jurisdictions^ noted that 
they wanted to report the children on basic educa- 
tion enrolmeat forms, collect full School Founda- 
tion Program Funding for such children and arrange 
placement suited ,to the ctiild's needs* Th< 
-^majority of the respondents, including severaj 
« school boards e.g. Calgary Board of Education, 

A stated *a preference for ECS i.f . 60% SFPF funding* m + 
"for children enrolled in * ECS programs. The most 
^ . ' prevalent term used by both public and private 

■ respondents in describing the potential school 

A board - private operator .interface- was "hassle" , ^ 

which all could do without. - *~ 

- . 3.3.6.4 Statement 4 v . * ( 




In consultation, with BCS staff, parents should be 
able to delay the enrolment of their children in an 
EC^ program* 

This position received marked agreement provincial- 
ly# 88$ versus 4% disagreement. Public and private 
respondents reacted almost* identically to the 
statement, the public presenting 90% agreement, 
verfeus 87% for the private and 3% versus 5% dis- 
agreement. 

Comments; revealed, however, that a parent's, deci- 
sion should be final after consultation for initial 
enrolment? the- finality of the parent's decision to 
enrol a child in a second year of ECS was not 
6 expressed quite " as adamantly. In such cases, 
respondents frequently commented, "Surely such a 
decision has to be a team activity. * 

3.3,6*5 Other Cpmments, Observations and Recommendations 

The* responses to this request reiterated, in the 
most part, positibns taken in the comments which 
o followed each of the four statements. 

.1 
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*Qne of the most prevalently mentioned observations 

had to do with Increasing stringency in Grade 1 

• # ^program expectations of children t*hich was, in 

part, * accredited to Ajberta Education emphasis 
upca^ provincial „ standardised, teats* at the end of 
Grade' 3. In , addition , m respondents' emphasised the 
' need for additional, flexibility in children's 
.Access tfet «ore, then 'one yedr in ECS to. pe&init. a 

• child additional opportunity ^tb acquire a,, level of 
autufity^vitb which to cope witkh a Grade 1 program 
driven ptleo by a response to the public's demand 
for a "back to the basics** first grade program, 

o • . ■ ■ • 



The 'following findings arise from the numerical and subjective data gleaned 
from 299 completed and returned surveys : r 

4.1 .Enrolment in an ECS program was delayed by one year for 1*031 children 
attending the 1984-85 ECS* program (44% of all, immature school-aged 
'children enrolled in the 1984-85. ECS program) ; 1 

4-2 A significant number of immature school ^aged children are presently 
y enrolled in their second year of the ESS program (56V of all immature 
school aged children attending the 19&4-85 ECSLpr ogr am ) g 

4.3^ A significant number of immature school-agedcRiTdren a*e- enrolled in 
4 the 1,984-85 ECS ' program [*?.8% ©f the. .total ^enrolment of the 299 
resp^pding public and private EfcS 'operators *<2 # 4$6 out of 31,368 
children)] i * i ' 

4.4 Less than 25% of all reported immature- children were formally tested 
in conjunction with their initial and/or seqond-year enrolments in ECS 
programs. * An extensive range of formal diagnostic, assessment and 
observational materials had been used td accomplish the reported 
testing; * * ^ 

4.5 Consistent with ECS philosophy, goals and program dimensions, ECS 
operators provide* special program elements for children whose needs 
demand more than what one might call a "regular* ECS program; 

■ . . . 

4.6 Parents should, in consultation with.. ECS s£aff # assume responsibility; 
for deciding when to enrol their' children in ar> ECS program for the* 
first time OR for deciding to \raive the ECS experience fojr their 
children in f*vor *of direct enrolment into the Grade 1 program; 

4.7 Enrolment of children in a second year of yECS should be the result of 
v a joint ' decision involving parents, ECS 'starff— ^end if appropriate, 

other prof essionals* 
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4.8 ,Cfcildran who are enrolled in an ECS program should be support efi by ECS 
^grants, hot by SFPF through agreements between school boards and 

. private operators; ^and %ff r 

4.9 ECS operator* are extremely eensitive to the "developmental needs of 
preschoolers and/ consequently, see themselves as being responsible 

.for the *best possible preparation of children fox Grade 1 through the 
program; th* ECS operators unanimously agree that when extra time 
is required- by a child 4.n an ECS- program to acquire/ enough develop- 
mental stability and competence to cope with Graded, **he child should 
be able to^ hive that opportunity at ECS expense and irrespective ^ 

4.10 Approximate cost . of maintaining 1,393 second^year-in-ECS children in 
the 1984-85 ECS program will be $1, 500,000 inclwde^s-transportatibn . 

CONCLUSIONS 

Filings which arise from survey results lead to the following conclu- 



5.1 Enough immature school-aged children are 'presently in ECS programs or 
already identified for enrolment in 1985-86 to warrant policy, guide- 
lines' and £*pcedures which will accomodate such children in ECS 
' -* programs at £CS expense; \ 

* 

5*2 Because parents wish to be directly involved in decisions about pro- 
grant placement for^ their children^ departmental policy', guidelines and 
procedures must facilitate such involvement; and 

5*3 The, broadest possible range of entry joints -.into the ECS program 
should be clearly enunciated through departmental guidelines and 
procedures so as to give parents specific information and enough lead 
V^me to make appropriate placement /decisions - in consultation with ECS_ 
; staff , other professionals and school -jurisdictions. 



* 

' H 
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RBCOHHHiDATSPIIS , 

* 

. IS 

Six recommendations arise from the survey findings and conclusions • Each 
recommendation is supported jby a brief rationale. The recommendations are 
compatible with the School Act , Section 142(1,), the Program Policy Manual 
and the School Grants Manual » As well, the propositions are in harmony 
with Management and Finance plan principles and the nature of the recom- 
mendations is consistent with the" principles which appear in Partners in 
Education • . ~ % * . * 

The * recommendations, * if approved, are scheduled for implementation in the 
1985-86 ECS program year. \ 

* ¥ 

THAT the Early Childhood Services policy statement in the Program Policy 

Manual (Revised 1984-09-1 7) be amended to read as follows; 

i 

For the purposes of enhancing individual abilities and 
future t educational opportunities, Alberta Education supports 
the provision of integrated services, through parents, 
staff, and community, that address the developmental need? 
of each child before school entrance and developsentally 
immature children who are six years or older on the date of 
school opening per Section 142(1) of the School Act, subject 
to joint agreement between parents/guardians, and the school 
jurisdiction in .which they are Resident. N ' r % 

RATIONALE ' ' 

The policy statement, as amended, speaks to flexibility on the part of 
Alberta Education in respect of children whose developmental immaturity 
put!* their potential to succeed in first grade activities at risk. Such 
children may, via the amended policy statement, delay enrolment in Grade 1 
until they are more able to handle the program* Handicapped children, on 
the other frand, $re aiile to access up to three years of specialized ECS 
programming before they are school-aged* Because specialised programming 
is an ongoing requirement of nearly .all handicapped children, transition 
into special education programs from specialized ECS programs is^a logical 
consequence for such children and should, in no way, impose a hardship upon 
them* 

THAT Guideline #6, page 7 in the Program Policy Manual {Revised 1984.09.17) 
be amended as follows: 

f \ 

Children eligible fof ECS programs are: 

(a) those with special needs yho are: 

i) hearing impaired and /or severely disabled *^4»e« 
eligible for the program unit grant and at least 2 
years 6 months of age as of September If or 



\ 



11) mildly or Moderately disabled and at least 3 
years 6 months of age as* of September %$ 



(b) those who are at legist 4 years 6 months of age as of 



SeptembeV tf- 



ic?) 'those who vere enrolled la a regular ICS prpgras ^or 
one jearV subsequently require a Second year In a 
regular *CS program because of developmental immaturity 
and *re *t least 5 years 6 months of *g£ as of 
September t* N . * 



fd) 



those for whom. initial enrolment in a regular E£S 
program has been delayed one/^ear by parents/guardians 
on th* basis of developmental immaturity and *%re at 
least 5 years 6 months of age as of Septeaber ,1; and 



(e> ^subject to joint agte^ent- between parents/guardians 

and the school jurisdiction ixf which the parents/guard- 
ians are resident, those who are developments lly imma- 
* ture ajjd are at least 6 years of age as of September 1 . 

♦ 

RAT IQW ALE , * - . 

■ . / 

In a few instances* parents/guardians may wish ,to delay the enrolment pf 
their children in an ECS program until t^e child is six years or older at 
school opening; in a few other instances, a child may not, after^ one year 
in \n ECS program, be able to cope "with the first grade program. In either 
7 case, upon joint agreement by parents/guardians and the school jurisdiction 
in which' the parents/guardians are resident, such children' »ay be en^oll^d 
in an ECS progr^n and v supported l?y^CS grants. 

THAT tfi?? following procedural statement be incorporated into the PROCEDURES 4 
presently outlined on pages 8 and 9 of the Program Policy Manual: 

In the event that the parent/guardian, professionals includ- * 

ing SCS staff and the school jurisdiction in which the child 

is resident ca&not agree upon the placement of /an immature 

child, who Is six ^ears or older at school opening, in an 

ICS program, the issue should be directed to the Local 

Placement Appeals Committee for resolution. * % 



o 

ERIC 



RATIONALE 



There may^ be instances in which the placement of a* school -aged child in an 
ECS program Jcannot be reconciled by the parents/guardians, professionals 
includingSCS staff and the school jurisdiction responsible for the child. 
The recently mandated Local Placement Appeals Committee structure presents 
an avenue through which resolution to such issues may be brought'. 



f 
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THAT POLICY K?.8(c)(i and ii), page <4, Section 1, Part 4 of the School 
Grants Manual fee ^mended as follows in respect pi school-aged immature 
children* ¥ ' * 



CHILD neans a person 



who is eligible to enter Grade One oer school board policy 
? AND in ecdSr dance with the ' qpfinitlon of PUPIL under the 
School foundation P^ogr an Fund Regulation, Section 142(J) of 
the School v Act end' Part 1 0 Section' 1 of this document AND 
who is deseed issuture by the parent/guardian in consul ta- 
tio^ with professionals Including ICS staff ahd the school 
jurisdiction in which the parent/guardian is resident AMD 
who i • • % * *X 

(i) although* eligible # did not enrol in^ an Early Childhood 
Services" program in 1984/85 i OR* „ ' ■ 

(if) attended an Early Childhood Services progr^e in 1984/85 
. ANtfr because the cJrild's parent/ guardian, -prof essionals 
* ^including ICS stAff and the school jurisdiction in 
^ - which the w perent/guar&ian is resident jointly agreed 
upon a second year in an Early Childhood Services 
program; 

nay be counted as Kajly Childhood Services children under 
this section AMD the claiming, Early Childhood Services oper- 
ator is eligible to receive the basic operational Early 
Childhood Service s\gr ant in respect of such children 

RATI0KAU5 

In keeping with Early childhood Services 'philosophy, goals and program 
dimensions , a child's progress ir^fco^ basic education must be determined on 
the grounds of developmental maturity, as well as chronological age. X*n 
addition, parents/guardians should have^the right to depide when (or if) 
tiheir children should enrol in the ECS* program for - the first time.' In 
keeping with Section 142(1) of the School Act, parents/guardians may deter- 
mine ECS enrolment until their children are six years of age as of school 

"S 

opening: at that point,- the decision to enrol children *£n the ECS program 
would depend upon agreement among the responsible school-board, profession- 
als including ECS staff AND the ^^parents/guardians . This arrangement offers 
a wide range of programming alternative for preschool children who , on orle 
hand, are not markedly handicapped. but, on the other Jiand, .are not deemed 
to be development ally mature enough to handle Grade 1 expectations compe- 
tently. » 

THAT adequate budget allocations be made to meet the cost of < children who 
are enrolled in the ^ECS program for a second and, in rare instances, a 
third year (the third year being subject to school jurisdiction approval,) * 

BEST COPY ' * 
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RATIONALE / 

The additional flexibility which is inherent in Recommendations 1,2 and 3 
J will result in an additional calling on the * ECS budget. The allocation 
cqpld be baaed on^a maximum of children at the basic instructional grant 
level e;g. in 1985-86, 1300 children at $1,037 would result in the need for 
a budget supplement of approximately*--^^ 500 # 00 0 including transportation. 

The cost at the level: will most likely offset potentially higher costs 
Ifh basic education where, children who are not permitted more time to pre- 
pare for Grade 1, ate likely to fail and require addition SFPF while they 
repeat one or more grades. 

6. THAT POLICY 2.3. 12 , page 5, Section 2, Part 4 of tliW School Grants Manual 



LhWSc 
d cfett 



remain the* same in 1985-86 in respect to handicapped children. 
RATIONALE * 

Any difficulties related to the implementation $of this policy in 1984-85 
were minimal. Handicapped children who may have had up to .three years of 
specialized ECS programming by the time. they ar* eligible fbr SFPF should 
be served through basic education so that^ long, as well as short, term 
program plan§ can be put into place for such children. 



4 \ 



ECS/Maroh/<t5/85 



er|c 
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APPOIDICES 



APPENDIX 7.1 



Excerpt from the fi 



Ik 



Information. Bulletin ( 1984 



Grants to Schools) which was published on May 2, 1984. 

( . 

From the Summary * page 7,4: 



ITEM 7 



( 



CHILDREN WHO ARB OP AM AGE TO BE ELIGIBLE TO ESTER* 
GRADE ONE AS PEE BOARD POLICY • AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
tfBE SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROGRAM FUND REGULATION, 
SCHEDULE, 1(H) (ii) SHALL BE CLAIMED AS ELIGIBLE PUPILS 
UNDER THE* SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROGRAM FUND AND AS 
RESIDENT PUPILS UNDER ALBERTA REGULATION 346/7.8, AS 
AMENDED. THESE CHILDREN SHALL NOT BE COUNTED AS EARLY 
CHILDHOOD SERVICES CHILDREN. 



V 



1 



f / 




\ 
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Ekccrpt from the second Information Bulletin ( 1984 
Grants to Schools) which was published on June 1> 
1984. ' • ✓ 

From Section 9.2, GRANTS, RATES AND RELATED 
INFORMATION 1 , page 9.5: / 

(a) Policy 

r * - 

G< " BiROLMEKT OF IMMATURE CBmXREN 

CHILDREN DEEMED IMMATURE BY PARENTS/GUARDIANS 
AMD LOCAL PROFESSIONALS/ECS STAFF MHO: 

* - ALTHOUGH ELIGIBLE, DID MOT ENROL XM AN ECS 
PROGRAM IN 1984-85. 

- ATTENDED AN ECS PROGRAM ZH 1983-84 AND, 
BECAUSE THEIR PARENTS/GUARDIANS AND LOCAL 
PROFESSIONALS/ECS STAFF JOINTLY AGREED UPON 
A" SECOND YEAR IN AN ECS PROGRAM, MAY BE 
COUNTED AS ECS CHILDREN IN 1984-85. 

THE CLAIMING ECS OPERATOR IS ELIGIBLE TO 
RECEIVE THE BASIC OPERATIONAL ECS GRANT. 



Cb) Policy . 

✓ 

H: ENROLMENT OF HANDICAPPED • (CATEGORY A INCLU- 
DING PROGRAM UNIT) CHILDREN . 

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN APPROVED IN THE 1983-84 
PROGRAM YEAR AS CATEGORY A (INCLUDING PROGRAM 
UNIT) HBO ARB ELIGIBLE TO ENTER GRADE ONE PER 
SCHOOL BOARD POLICY AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROGRAM FUND (SFPF) 
REGULATION SCHEDULE 1(h)(ii) SHALL BE CLAIMED 
AS ELIGIBLE PUPILS UNDER THE SFPF AND AS 
RESIDENT PUPILS UNDER ALBERTA REGULATION 
346/78 AS AMENDED. SUCH ELIGIBLE HANDICAPPED 
CHILDREN SHALL NOT BE COUNTED AS ECS CHILD- 
REN. THE CLAIMING SCHOOL BOARD IS ELIGIBLE 
* TO RECEIVE FULL SFPF BASIC (INSTRUCTIONAL) 
SUPPORT FOR SUCH CHILDREN IF, OB THE SEPTEM- 
BER ENROLMENT REPORT, THEY ARB REPORTED AS 
RECIPIENTS ~OP A FULL OR HALF-DAY PROGRAM, 
INCLUDING ECS. 



20 



> y '^APPtSiDIX 7.3 

\ 

Excerpts from the School -Grants Manual which superceded the two 
information bulletins cited in Appendices' 7. 1 and 7.^ 

(at From Part 4, Section 1, page 4 with respect to immature school- 
aged children: . * 
* • 
1*3.8 CHILD means a person 4 ^ * 

*r > 

{©) who is eligible to enter grade one per school 
board policy and in accordance with the defini- 
tion of PUPIL under the School , Foundation 
Program Pond Regulation and Part 1 , Section 1 
of this document and who is deemed immature fay 
parents and local professionals and Early 
Childhood. Services staff and who: 

(i> although eligible/ did not enroll in an 
Early Childhood Services program in 
1983-84, or 

(ii) attended an Early Childhood Services 
program in 1983/84 and, because their 
parents/guardians and local profession- 
als/BCS staff jointly agreed upon a 
second year, in an Early Childhood Ser- 
vices program may be obunted as Early 
Childhood Sprvices children under ' this 
section and /the claiming Early Childhood 
Services operator is eligible to receive 
the basic operational Early Childhood 
Services grant in respect of these 
children, and 



(b) From Part 4 # Section 2, page 5 with respect to handicapped 
children; 

2.3*12 Handicapped children who are eligible to enter 
Grade One per school board policy and in accordance 
with the School Foundation Program Fund (SFPF) 
Regulation and under Part 1, Section 1 of this 
document shall be claimed as eligible pupils under 
the SFPF and as resident pupils under Alberta Regu- j 
lation, 346/78 as amended. Such eligible handicap- 
ped shall not be counted as Early Childhood Ser- 
vices children. The claiming school board is 
eligible to receive full SFPF Basic (Instructional) 
support for such children if , on the September 
Enrolment Report, they are reported as recipients 
of a fall or half--dsy program, which may include an 
Early Childhood Services program. 



- 19 - 



21 



■'Si 



APPENDIX 7.4 



mm 



Early Childhood Services 



\ 

\ 



SURVEY OF.. "IMMATURE* SCHOOL -AGED 
CE'ILDREN ENROLLED IN BCS PROGRAMS 



Alberta Education 

Early Childhood Services 

f 

January, 1985 



1 
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SURVEY OP • IMMATURE 1 *' ^CBOOL-AfcED CHILDREN 
*• ENROLLED 2K ECS PROGRAMS 



Name pf School Jurisdiction/Private ECS Society/Private School 

(a!_ g ■ .. 

IF SCHOOL JURISDICTION, name of, -DESIGNATED OFFICER 



(b) . 

, IF PRIVATE ECS OPERATOR or PRIVATE SCHOOL , name of COSKtNATOR 




Address \^ Postal Code. 

* J 



Telephone 



SECTION I (Enrolsent Data) 



(a) If no "immature" school-aged children were enrolled in your 
program in 1984-85 and if you do not anticipate any for 
1985^ please check the NIL REPORT box (immediately below) 
\ and return survey to the Early Childhood Services Branch in 
Edmonton. 



__ I NIL REPORT v 

(b) If you are submitting a NIL REPORT but vish to comment on .. 
the issue of school-aged "immature" children, please check 
the COMMENT box (immediately below) and present your remarks 
in SECTION II of this survey. 



COMMENT 



An "Immature" ECS child is a child: * 

(a) whose enrolment in a regular ECS program has been 
delayed, or J 

(b) who is enrolled in a regular ECS program for a sfcond 
year. . f • 

"Immature" children are not eligible for special needs grants; 
nor do they receive extraordinary programming! 

- 21 - 
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2. Cut-off date(s) 2 for Grade 1 enrolment in your school juris- 
diction or the school jurisdiction (s) Into which private ECS 
operator's children will go for Grade ,ll- s 

. (a} Public School Jurisdiction cut-off date: , 

(b) Separate School Jurisdiction cut-off dat^e: ' • * * _■ 



(c) Special Comments {if any) 



L 



3. Total ECS enrolment in voue jurisdiction as of December 3i, 1984:' 



4. (a) Total number of "imma- " 
tur'e" school-aged 
children (beyond -usual 
ECS age}' enrolled in 
the ECS program offered 
by your jurisdiction. 

(b) Total number of "imma- 
ture" school-aged 
children enrolled in 
the ECS program offered 
by your jurisdiction 
spending second year 

in your ECS program 
* {having spent the first 
year in your program as 
well) . 

(c) Total number of "imma- 
ture" school-aged' 
children spending 
second ^year in your ECS 
program (having spent 
the first year in 
another jurisdiction's 
ECS program) . 



r 



1984-85 ECS 
program year 
tactual number) 



1984-85 ECS 
program year 
(actual number) 



1984-85 £CS 
program year 
(actual number) 



C 



Explain 



■ 5r" 

1985-8$ ECS 
program year 
(projected 
number) 



1985-86 ECS 
program year 
(projected 
number) 



C7Z 



1 



1985-86 ECS 
program year 
(projected 
number ) 

I 



Explain 




2/ Cut-off date refers to the acceptable birthdate for a child to 
enter Grade 1 in the local school , jurisdiction . 
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(d) 



(e) 



r 

Total number of J 1 imma- 
ture-" school-aged 
children who were ♦ 
eligible £o attend" an . 
ECS program but were 
enrolled one year liter 
than they could have 
been. . 



1 In the majority "of 
cases, for the 
children reported in 
4 (d) , who decided 
that these children 
are "immature* 
{i.e., should start 
ECS one year late) ? 
CHECK ONE OR MORE 



- 3 - 



1984-85 ECS 
program year 

tactical' number) 



The sum of 4(b), 
4(c), 4(d) should 
be the same as 
the number 
reported in 4(a) 

1984-85, ECS 
program year 
2. _ parent/ 
guardian 

2. teacher 

3. school 

, counsellor « 

4. school 
psychologist 

5. other' 



1985-86 E$S 
program year 
(projected 
number) 



The sum of 4(b), 
4(c) , 4(d) should 
be the same as 
the number 
reported in 4 (a) . 

i985-8r£CS 
program year **> 

1. parent/" 

guardian 

2. teacher 

3. school 

' . , counsellor 

4. j school 

psychologist 

5. other 



Explain "Other" Explain "Other, 1 



The num ber of children , 
reported in 4(b), 4(c), 
or 4(d), who were formally 
tested to decide placement 
(second year in ECS or one 
year delay in ECS enrolment).. 



1984-85 ECS 
program year 
(actual number) 



If any children were formally 
tested, please list tes,t(s) 
used: 

(a) * 



.(b) 



'3 



1985-S6 ECS 
program year 
(projected 
number) 



(c) 
(d) 
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SECTION II (Viewpoints) 



. 9 



Following are four -statements which are based on beliefs, 
expectations and. recommendations exptessed by both parents arid ECS 
program operators. Ypu are^invited to comment on each statement. • 

1. School-aged children who are enrolled in an ECS program because 
of immaturity require regular ECS programming ON^Y. ... \, 
AGREE ^ • • . 

: disagree . ' * ^ • „ , 

COMMENT * . : ■ " , ' _ 



2. Before entering basic education (first grade, year one, etc.) 
every child is entitled to ONE year of ECS programming supported 
by, ECS grants irrespective of age. ' . 

__ AGREE ' » - ; 
DISAGREE *. f ■ 

COMMENT ______ . ; 



3. After support by ECS grants in an ECS program for A one year , 

certain children ' may , because of immaturity, require additional 
time in an ECS program. . The financial responsibility for .ECS ... 
programming beyond the first year should be undertaken by Grade 
1-12 authorities/grants (not ECS grants) even if the child is in 
an ECS program. 

_1 AGREE ■ v -^.. 

DISAGREE 

COMMENT _ ' , ' 
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4. In consultation with ECS staff, parents should be able to delay 
the enrolment of their chilflren in an ECS program. - 
' __ AGREE * 

DISAGREE * , , 



COMMENT 



4 



A. 



J ir ■: _ 



5. -Please provide comments, observations and recommendations you may 

; have in addition' to*inf ormat ion provided -elsewhere in. this 
. ' survey. . * . — * - ~ .. 



X. 



) 



- — y 



THANK YQU FOR TOUR ASSISTANCE . IN RESPONDING TO TBIS SURVEY 

Return one copy of this survey- to: , * 

The Associate Director of Early Childhood Services , 
Alberts Education , 
10th Floor , West Tower , ' Dev.onian Building 
11160 Jasper Avenue v 
Edmonton, Alberta * 
T5K 01.2 

27 
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IW4/5 actual and twve projected inrolment or immature shool-a/sed children in ecs programs 

* ■ »* . 6 ■ 



tone 



Public 
Pr I vat* 
Total 




TOTAL 
■DUO 
1984-65 



1,582 
278 
1,860 



total ii6wture 
sohool-aged 

ENROLMENT m 

ECS 
1984-85 



65 
5 
70 



* 

IMMATURE 
OtVLMEMT OF 
TOTAL ENROLMENT 



4* 

2* | 
8* f 



OF CHILDREN 
IN ECS FOR $ 
SECOND TEAR 
I964-.85 



42 
4 
46 



SGBOND war 

D6VLMENT 
OF I MATURE 



65* 
80* 
66* 



NUMBER OF CHIUDREN 

WHOSE ECS 
fNRDLMENT DELAYED 
ONE TEAR BEYOND 

ELIGIBILITY 



24 
1 

25 



DELAYED ECS 
pfWDCNT 

OF IMMATURE 
ENROLMENT 



57* 
20* 
36* 



PROJECTED 
IMMATURE SCHOOL- 
AGED CHILD 
ENROLMENT IN 

,1985-86 



36 
12 



Public ^ 
Prlvata 
Total 



1,967 
422 
2,384 



196 
50 
246 



9* 

12* 

to* 



126 
35 
159 



64* 
66* 
63* 



75 
21 



58* 
40* 
39* 



209 
58 
*7 



Public 

Prlvata 

Total 



, 11.720: 
958 
12,638 



Public 

Pri*ata 

Total 



•« 827 
1,504 
2,331 



Public 

Prt«Sta 

4otat 



6,186 
1,869 
8,055 



1,044 
90 
1,134 



9* 
10* 
9* 



588 
59 
647 



56* 
66* 
57* 



461 
32 
493 



44* 
36* 
63* 



53 
169 
222 



6* 
H* 
9* 



31 
72 
103 



58* 
43* 
46* 



23 
100 
123 



43* 
59* 
55* 



407' 
144 
551 



7* 
8* 
7* 



258 
77. 
335 



63* 
55* 
61* 



149 
69 
218 



37** 
48* 
40* 



1,013 
86 
1,099 



62 
156 
218 



23 
190 
213 



Public 
/Hvata 



Total 



Total Pabllc 



Total Prlvata 



5,455 
620 
4,075 



25,737 



191 
42 
233 



1.956 



6* 
7* 
6* 



7.6* 



77 
26 
103 



1.122 



40* 
62* 
44* 



57.4* 



116 
18 
136 



830 



62* 
43* 
58* 



43.5* 



^31 



Hi 



500 



8.9* 



271 



54.2* 



241 



46V2* 



164 

51 
215 



1,507 



555 



Total Prowl 



31,368 



2,456 



7.8* 



1.393 



56.7* 



1.091 



44.2* 



2,050 
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COT-OPT DAT1S FOR GRADE 1 ENROLMENT 
2(a) Range and Incidence of Public School Cut-off Dates 



0 

ERIC 



CUT-OFF DATE* 


FREQUENCY 


^September 1 




2 * 


September 30 




' 5 


October 31 




7 . 


December 31 




63 


January 1 




1 , 


January' 31 




18 


February 28* (29) 1 

i 




127 


March 1 




24 



2(b) Range and Incidence -of Separate School Cut-off Dates 



CUT-OFF DATE 



\ 



^September 1 
September 30 
October 31 
December 31 
January 1 
January 31 
February 28 (29) 
#arch 1 



FREQUENCY 



2 
0 
0 

1B 
1 
0 

42 
8 



0 
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2(c) S pecial Ogggg nt» > 

* * • 

Very few respondents provided special comments* In order of 
frequency, the following observations were made; 

• cut-off date should be. December 31 

♦ . cut-off date fhouid be September 1 



January and February births .should be treated es special 
cases; such children tend to be viewed as "at risk 1 * and 
potential failures or underachieves 

where coterminus public and separate school system^ have 
differing cut-offs, parents sometime* go for the earlier 
one first end then the alternative 

if child is' not 6 years old by Se^ember 1 and does not 
pass a readiness test, the child should be considered 
immature and therefore stay out. of Grade' 1 for another 
year,. 
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poisons mucins immture wild placemennt decisions 











* 






FREQUENCIES BY ZONE 


4 














ZONE t 


ZONE 2 


ZONE 3 


ZONE 4 


ZONE 5 


ZONE 6 


SUB-TOTALS 


TOTAL 




PUBLIC 


PRIVATE 


PUBLIC 


PRIVATE 


PUBLIC 


PRIVATE 


PUBLIC 


PRIVATE 


PUBLIC 
- LJ 


PRIVATE 


PUBLIC 


PRIVATE 


PUBLIC 


PRIVATE 


« 


■ * 

U PARENT 


7 


2 

- »■ < ■ ' 


7 


3 


• 


14 


: 1 


25 

'/ 


j 2 t ... 


17:/. 


6 


6 


31 


67 


98 

t 


2» " PARENT Af€> TEACHER 


2 


1 


3 


4 


■ i ■■ 
3 


11 

6 


5 


/ 

1 1 


2 


i — « 

10 


3 


4 


18 


36 


34 


3. PAREtfT. TEACHER AND 
\ 

SCMOOt COUNSELLOR OR 
PSYCMOtOGfST 


t 

f 


0 


0 


0 


J 

4 


2 


3 

* 


t 

0 


2 


3 


0 


1 


10 


6 


«6 



» ' 
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TESTS USED XX PLACEMENT DECISIONS 



PUBLIC OPERATOR 



FREQUENCY 



1} Metropolitan Readiness 
ii) WPPSI > 
iii) Brigance 
iv) Peabody Tests 
v) Beery Visual Motor Integration 
vi) McCarthy Scales 
vii) Stanford-Binet Form L-M 



15 
15 

"no 

9 
8 
8 
7 



PRIVATE OPERATORS 


FREQUENCY 


- 1*5 


Metropolitan 'Readiness 


1X 


ii) 


ABC Tests 


7 


iii) 


Peabody Tests 


7 


iv) 


Beery Visual Motor Integration 


5 • • 


v) 


Brigance 


5 


iv) 


WP^SI 


5 



TESTS USED IN COMMON 


TOTAL FREQUENCY 


i ) Metropolitan Readiness 


32 

20 - 


ii) WPPSI 


iii) Peabody Tests 


16 


iv) Brigance 


15 


v) Beery Visual Motor 




Integration 


13 



BEST COPY 
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POIMTS OF f iEM ON 1ME BWOUCMT OF UMTURF OHLHOi IN ECS PROGRAMS 



ZONE 



I 



Public 
PH vat* 
Total 



Public 
Prl vat* 
Total 



Public 
Private 
Total 



r 



Pub! Ic 
Ttftatj^ 



STATEMENT 1 

-J* • 

SCHOOL^AGEO CHILDREN WHO ARE 
ENROtUt^lN Ml ECS PROGRAM 
BECAUSE & l»*TUR?TY REQUIRE 
ECS PROGRAMMING ONLY* * 



&5 



to 

5 

15 



6 

e 

14 



7 
23 
50 



2 
32 
54 



63 
56 
60 



50 
53 
52 



26 
61 
46 



20 
59 
55 



w 

a 

< 

w 

M 

Q 



4 
2 
6 



5 
6 
It 



18 
9 
27 



6 
18 
24 



/3 
x m 

18 



25 
22 
24 



42 
40 
4t 



67 
24 
42 



60 
43 



a 



2 
2 
4 



1 

t 

2 



2 
6 

i 



2 
4 
6 



9 

ERIC 



35 



r 



12 
22 
16 



8 
7 
7 



7 

15 
12 



B 
9 



• STATEMENT 2 

4 

BEFORE ENTERING BASIC 
EDUCATION (FIRST GRADE* TEAR 
ONE, ETC.) EVERT CHILD IS 
ENTITLED TO ONE- YEAR OF ECS 
PROGRAMMING SUPPORTED BY ECS 
GRANTS IRRESPECTIVE 
OF AGE. 



to 

3 



14 
7 
2t 



6 
12 
B8 



21 
27 



8 
39 
47 



88 
78 
84 



50 
80 
67 



78 

71* 

74 



80 
72 
73 



w 



tfl 
M 
O 



.2 
0 
2 



5 
2 
7 



5 
8 
13 



1 

II 
12 



a eu 

w w 

to & 
M 

,u 

to ^ 

o 



12 
0 
■ 



42 

13 



19 
21 
20 



10 
20 
19 



O 
2 
2 



1 
1 
2 



5 
4 



1 
4 
5 



0 
22 
■ 



8 
7 
7 



3 
8 
6 



10 
8" 
■ 



STATEMENT 3 

AFTER SUPPORT BY ECS GRANTS 
,IN AN ECS PROGRAM FOR ONE 
YEAR, CERTAIN CHILDREN MAY, 
"BECAUSE OF IMMATURITY, 
REQUIRE ADDITIONAL TIME IN 
AN ECS PROGRAM. THE FINAN- 
CIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR ECS 
PROGRAMMING BEYOND THE FIRST 
YEAR SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN BY 
GRADE 1-12 AUTHORITIES/ 
GRANTS CNOT ECS GRANTS) EVEN 
IF THE CHILD IS IN AN ECS 
PROGRAM* 



W 



2 



5 
0 
5 



2 
1 

3 



8 
0 
8 



5 
? 
7 



31 
0 

20 



17 
7 
11 



30 
0 

12 



50 
4 

11 



.a 

< 

in 

M 

o 



to 

7 
17 



9 
14 
23 



17 
52 
49 



5 
49 
32 



63 
78 
68 



75 
93 
85 



63 
,84 
75 



30 
91 
01 



2 

to vi 

M W 

to 

H 

U to 

to >4 

B* CQ 

to D 

a Q 



1 
2 
3 



1 

0 
f 



2 
6 
8 



2 
3 
5 



6 
22 
12 



8 
0 



7 
16 
15 



20 
5 
8 



STATEMENT 4 



IN CONSULTATION WITH ECS 
STAFF, PARENTS SHOULD BE ABLE 
TO DELAT THE ENROLMENT OF 
'their CHILDREN IN AN ECS * 
PROGRAM* 



a 
8 



16 
6 
22 



11 
14 
25 



25 
32 
57 



10 
50 
60 



100 
67 
88 



92 
95 



95 
64 
68 



100 
93 
04 



a 
a 



0 

1 
f 



1 
1 

2 



t 
2 
5 



P 
2 
2 



0 
It 
4 



8 
7 
7 



4 

5 
5 



0 
3 
3 



\ C 
P ft 
to u 



M 



u w 

to iJ 

cu m 

tn d 



0 
2 
2 



0 
P 

6 



1 

4 

5 



0 
2 
2 



0 
22 
0 



0 

0 

o 



5 
It 
7 



0 
4 
5 
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POIHTS Of VIEW ON THE ENROLMENT Or MULTURE OtlUJRE* IN EES PmcfUKS t continued) 



ZONE 



PubHc 
Pr I vat* 
Total 



PobMc 
Private 
Total 



Public 
TOTAL Privsta 



STATOKNT I 

SCHOOL CH!LbR£N UNO ARE 

ENROLLED IN A EC J PROGRAM 
BECAUSE OT t MATURITY REQUIRE 
ECS PROGRAMMING ONLY. 



2 
36 



7 
14 
21 



54 

152 



25 
55 
52 



50 
45 
47 



39 
54 

51 



a. 

< 
to 



5 
25 
2* 



4 

12 
16 



40 

70 
110 



a 
u 

M 

u* 

M 

a w 



w 



58 
35 
36 



29 
59 
56 



46 

53 
37 



55 

8 



5 
6 
S 



3 
5 



13 
24 
37 



57 
10 
12 



21 
16 
17 



13 

tt 
12 



STATEMENT 2 

BEFORE ENTERING BASIC 
EDUCATION C FIRST GRADE, TEAR 
ONE, ETC.) EVERY CHILD IS 
ENTITLED TO ONE TEAR OF ECS 
PROGRAMMING SUPPORTED BY ECS 
GRANTS IRRESPECTIVE OF AGE. 
OF AGE. 



a 

< 



5 
48 
53 



10 
20 
50 



64 

153 
217 



65 
IS 



71 
65 
67 



74 

72 
73 



s 

OT 



0 
10 
10 



1 

8 
* 



14 
39 

53 



0 
15 
14 



7 
26" 
20 



16 
W 
18 



Q 2 

M Ul 

M 

u w 

o. CO 



5 
7 

10 



5 
5 
6 



9 

20 
29 



37 
It 
* 13 



22 
9 
13 



to 

10 
9 



STATEMENT 5 

AFTER SUPPORT BY ECS GRANTS 
IN AN ECS PROGRAM FOR ONE 
YEAR, CERTAIN CHILDREN MAY, 

because of immaturity, 
require additional time in an 
ecs program. the financial ' 
responsibility for ecs 
Programming beyond the first 
year should be undertaken 
by grade 4-12 authorities/ 
grants (not ecs grants)* even 
if child is in an ecs 

PROGRAM. 



I 

5 
6 



3 
2 
5 



24 

to 

34 



13 
8 
■ 



21 
7 
11 



5' 
II 



W 

a- 

a 
in 

t-r 

O 



4 
54 
50 



6 

24 
32 



51 
180 

231 



50 
83 
80 



57 
77 
71 



59 

85 
77 



a o< 



w 

M 



u 

13 



•J 
m 

8: 



3 
6 
9 



3 
5 
8 



12 
22 
34 



37 
9 
12 



22 
16 
IB 



13 
10 

12 



STATEMENT 4 

IN CONSULTATION * I TH ECS 
STAFF, PARENTS SHOUfeD BE ABLE 
TO OELAY THE ENROLMENT OF 
THEIR CHILDREN IN AN ECS 
PROGRAM. 



w 

.a 
a 4 



5 
57 
62 



11 
26 
37 



70 

185 
263 



65 
88 
85 



79 
84 



67 
88 



W 

a 
a 

V} 
M 

a 



0 
5 
3 



! 
1 

2 



5 

10 

13 



L 2 

^ C 

Pa in 

H 

to i-r 

a* 9 

in 



\§8 



7 
5 
4 



3 
5 
4 




2 
4 
6 



0 

IT' 

23 



57 
7 

11 



14 
15 
14 



7 
6 
8 



ft 



i 

c 



\0 
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